Abstract
use of new legislation or the amendment of former laws. In addition, three weeks after the attacks, on September 28, the United Nations Security council passed Resolution 1373, binding all UN member states. According to the resolution, member states should adopt various measures, including restrictions on the movement, organization and fund-raising activities of terrorist groups and individuals. In addition, it stipulated that countries should consider limitations on immigration and on refugees and share intelligence on terrorist groups and individuals. The resolution called member states to incorporate these measures into national laws by ratifying the international conventions on terrorism and ensuring the criminalization of terrorist offences in domestic laws. Finally, the resolution established the Security Council's Counter Terrorism Committee (CTC) to monitor state compliance with these various provisions [5] .
Clearly, legislation is increasingly one of the main ways in which countries, particularly democracies, respond to domestic insurgency [6] [7] [8] . Yet, there is to date no comprehensive database that summarizes counterterrorist legislation worldwide and enables large-scale crossnational comparisons. This deficiency prevents researchers from more systematically exploring important issues such as the factors that bring countries to adopt such laws and the effects of counterterrorist legislation on subsequent levels of terrorism.
How prevalent have counterterrorist laws been in recent decades? Can one talk of ebbs and flows in national counterterrorist legislation throughout the 20 th Century, or is there simply a trend of gradual increase in this type of legislation? Much has been written on counterterrorist legislation, especially in recent years, and some groups and organizations have collected information on counterterrorist legislation in particular countries and regions. However, there are large disparities in the way data are collected and in the definitions of the act, making it very hard to address important research questions.
I introduce here a comprehensive global database, containing data on counterterrorist legislation in 219 countries and territories, and including over 1000 laws that were introduced between 1850 and 2009. I describe the dilemmas and difficulties in constructing a global terrorism database, including issues of standardized definitions and of data availability and reliability, and explain how I addressed these problems when assembling the current database. I also describe the coding and searching procedures I used during this process and present descriptive statistics of the data, focusing on the historical development of global counterterrorist legislation and on the regional distribution of this legislation. I conclude the article with some recommendations for future researchers who may wish to use the new database.
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Terrorism and Counterterrorism: Working Definitions
One of the major debates among scholars of terrorism revolves around the definition of the term. Definitions for terrorism in the literature vary substantially, and there is no one unanimously accepted demarcation of the practice. While some emphasize elements of fear infliction [9] [10] , or the use of means that fall outside the routine forms of political struggle [6, 11] ], others believe that the central feature of terrorism is that it is directed towards civilians or noncombatants [12] . My working definition here builds upon a growing consensus among social science scholars [13] , e.g. [14, [15] [16] [17] regarding the main characteristics of the phenomenon. Accordingly, I define oppositional terrorism as the strategic use of violence or threats of violence by non-state political actors against non-combatants for symbolic purposes, usually with the intention of influencing policies. This definition identifies that terrorism is directed first and foremost not at killing or terrorizing for the sake of it, but at influencing audiences and policies. Terrorism often targets a specific civilian population, and aims at diminishing its support for certain political policies.
While defining terrorism is a hard task, finding a consensus over the definition of counterterrorism (and hence counterterrorist legislation) seems even harder. Ganor [15] for example, makes a compelling case for a specific and well determined definition of terrorism. However, when discussing the definition of counterterrorism he is much less decisive, stating simply that "(a)ny decision maker intending to formulate a counter-terrorism policy must first define the goal behind the war against terrorism" (p. 25). This tendency to leave the definition of the concept to policy makers is echoed by other scholars in the field [6, 18, [19] [20] . Indeed, much of the academic literature on terrorism bypasses the question of how to define counterterrorism. Instead, it focuses on what states and governments actually do when faced with terrorist threats, acting under the, often implicit, assumption that this is counterterrorism.
Following this line of scholarly work, and (as I explain later) in order to allow future researchers greater flexibility, I adopt here an inclusive definition of counterterrorism. For the purpose of this study, counterterrorism is defined as state policies, which are commonly enacted or implemented in response to oppositional terrorist events/threats, and/or policies declared by states as directed, at least partially, at preventing or limiting future oppositional terrorist acts.
Dilemmas in Constructing the Global Counterterrorist Legislation Database (GCLD)
Despite the growing interest in terrorism and states' responses to it, there is currently no global comprehensive database on counterterrorist legislation, one of the major measures taken by governments to try and deal with the problem. This deficiency is most likely the result of a few main factors, which include the difficulty of defining what counterterrorism is, the fact that data are hard to find, especially for developing countries, and the questionable reliability of many of the sources.
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I. Problems of Definition
The most obvious problem in constructing a cross-national database is that of finding a consensual definition for the practice. As noted above, scholars and policy makers find it hard to agree on the definition of counterterrorism, and this controversy also applies to counterterrorist legislation. More specifically, a few major points of contention arise when trying to construct a counterterrorist database. Five such points are briefly addressed below.
First, while some may hold that counterterrorist legislation, as suggested in its name, necessarily comes as an active response to terrorist acts, others would include in it legislation that has the potential to prevent future acts. Thus, for example, most scholars consider the extensive legislation in Australia following September 11 as counterterrorist legislation, although most of it has been preventive rather than responsive.
Second, some may argue that any counterterrorist legislation must include explicit reference to terrorist acts, while others would suggest that counterterrorist legislation also includes laws that apply to terrorist threats, even if these laws are directed more generally at criminal behaviors and other violent acts. An exemplary point of debate here would be criminal acts/codes, or penal codes, which in many countries (e.g. Brazil, Chile, Ethiopia, Ghana, Greece, Jordan, Poland, and Sweden) were not legislated with terror acts in mind, but nevertheless effectively served as the base for punitive and preventative measures in the fight against terrorism.
A third point of contention arises over the portion of a particular law which should be explicitly devoted to counterterrorism. Should the entire law focus on terrorism to be considered on the local level (e.g. legislation passed by specific states in countries with a federal system, such as the United States and India), and amendments to previous laws. All these may be considered as part of a country's counterterrorist legislation by some scholars, but not by others.
II. Problems of Data Availability and Reliability
The other major difficulty in constructing a global counterterrorist legislation database lies with the nature of the data on legislation at the national level. Sources that report on counterterrorism include online databases, edited scholarly volumes and academic publications, reports of national and international governments and agencies, and other non-scholarly reports, such as newspaper articles. These sources vary greatly in their definition of the practice, in the range of years they cover, and in the depth, consistency and reliability of their data. While some of them provide detailed information on laws and in some cases even links to the full legislation, other sources only mention the name of the law and contain no further information. In addition, there is considerable inconsistency in the quality of the information that can be obtained for various countries. While information on some countries, especially in the developed world, is exceptionally detailed and can be cross-checked by comparing various data sources, other countries received very little or virtually no scholarly and media attention, making it very hard to collect information on their legislative practices. In the next section I describe the strategy I adopted for dealing with the problems of definition and the quality of the data.
Data Collection and Coding Procedures
I. Definitions
The issues raised in the previous section are important and deserve both theoretical and empirical consideration. In particular, scholars who wish to study the causes and effects of counterterrorist legislation should give serious thought to the definition of the concept. However, when trying to assemble a global dataset, these difficulties can be paralyzing. In fact, in all likelihood this has been a major obstacle in the way of former research. The inability to reach a consensus over the definitions of terrorism and counterterrorism has prevented scholars from embarking on the task of assembling a comprehensive legislation database, in spite of the clear empirical and practical necessity of such an endeavor.
When collecting the data for the present database I adopted a different approach. Rather than trying to define in advance what counterterrorism is (an attempt which is almost bound to prove futile), I used an inclusive definition, allowing future research endeavors to independently determine which laws should be included in or excluded from a given research. When constructing the database, I therefore collected data on each and every law that was reported as
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Volume 2, Issue 3 --Law Special Edition counterterrorism or anti-terrorism [21] by at least one of the sources I was able to track down in my searches, without trying to assess how well this law fits any predetermined definition of counterterrorist legislation. Thus, the final database includes laws which did not even mention terrorism or had only a few sentences addressing it, ones that decrease the severity of former legislation or talk about the compensation of victims, and amendments to former laws.
This strategy allowed me to collect information on important laws that may have been excluded had constrictive predetermined definitions been used. [22] However, it also led to a database which is arguably over-inclusive. Therefore, to allow future researchers the option of adopting their own definition and easily selecting only laws that conform to this definition, I added for each law in the database a series of dummy variables denoting whether it fulfils each of the following (non-exclusive) categories: 1) the law is a concession to terrorists or focuses on attenuating sanctions against terrorists; 2) the law focuses on compensation for the victims of terrorist attacks; 3) the law ratifies an international convention on the fight against terrorism; 4) the law renews or amends former legislation; 5) terrorism is mentioned in the official name of the law; [23] 6) the law focuses on fighting terrorism; 7) the law includes at least one section, article or provision devoted to terrorism; and 8) the body of the law contains explicit use of the term "terrorism" (or any of its inflections).
In addition, each of the laws in the dataset contains a detailed verbal description (where such detail was given by the original source or where the law could be accessed online), information on the year in which it was adopted (and, if available, also on the month and day), data on the source or sources that reported it (up to four sources), and a code for the specific type of provisions it focuses on (e.g. financial legislation, sanctioning of parties and organizations, or limitations on immigration). [24] Despite my attempt to be as inclusive as possible, I did not collect data on military and court provisions or on special decrees and regulations. I recognize that some states may use these legal provisions as substitutes for legislation. However, data on these practices was particularly scarce and erratic, and was missing for the large majority of the countries. I therefore felt that it would not contribute to the final database, but rather could only serve as a source of confusion and may distort the findings. Since the dataset focuses on legislation at the national level, laws adopted by states included in a federal system (e.g. specific US states), as well as regional or global level laws (e.g. legislation adopted by the European Union) were excluded.
II. Data Quality
To try and deal with the problem of data reliability, I once again adopted an inclusive approach. The dataset includes information on 219 countries and political entities. These include countries which no longer exist (e.g. Czechoslovakia and the Soviet Union), as well as countries for which
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High quality (3): At least two reliable sources (i.e. academic publications or well researched online datasets) regarding counterterrorist legislation in the country were available, allowing the validation and cross-checking of information.
Moderate quality (2) : At least one reliable source (an academic publication or a well researched online dataset) regarding counterterrorist legislation in the country was available.
Low quality (1) : No reliable sources could be located. All information on the country was obtained online, based on searches in Lexadin legislation database and in the Google search engine. Figure 1 presents the distribution of countries and territories in the database, by region of the world and the quality of information on each country. High or moderate quality of information was available for over two thirds of the countries or territories (59 countries had high quality of information and 88 had moderate quality). For 71 countries no reliable information could be obtained, with African countries being highly represented in this category (Information for about 50% of the countries in Africa was of low quality). Using this coding of quality allows potential future researchers to decide whether they wish to study only countries for which information is solid and full, or whether they also wish to look at the legislation in countries for which information is less full and credible.
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Search Procedures
The database was assembled between June 2006 and December 2009, using four distinct stages of data search and extraction: (1) Searches in large online databases, (2) Searches in edited volumes and in other scholarly publications, (3) Search in the Lexadin Database, and (4) Searches Using Google and Google Scholar Search Engines. Additional details about the search process, including a more detailed timeline for each of the four stages and details on some of the major data sources that were utilized, may be found in the Appendix.
Preliminary Analyses: Historical Developments and Regional Characteristics
The complete Global Counterterrorist Legislation Database (GCLD) includes information on 219 countries and territories, 192 of them are sovereign states, recognized by the United Nations. Over all, the database includes information on 1131 laws between the years 1898 and 2009 using the most inclusive definition of counterterrorist legislation (Since only one law was passed before 1850, I will henceforth discuss only the 1130 laws legislated post 1850). When excluding
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Although the database goes as far as the 19 th century for some countries, over 95% of the laws in it were legislated after the Second World War. Below I present the historical trends in counterterrorist legislation since the end of WWII, followed by the regional and sub-regional distribution of this legislation. This section provides for the first time a comprehensive picture of the historical and regional trends in counterterrorist legislation and yields some interesting observations on the relationships between legislation and actual terrorist levels. In addition, the section serves to further reflect on the process of collecting the data and on the database's validity and possible future uses.
a. Historical Trends
I. General Legislation Since 1945
Figure 2 describes the evolution of global counterterrorist legislation since the Second World War (excluding the years 2008-2009, for which data is still very partial). As expected, it shows a gradual increase in legislation over the years, with a few peaks at the end of the 1970s, the beginning of the 1990s, and the end of the 1990s. The real peak comes however at the end of 2001 and in the subsequent year, following the terror attacks of September 11 and the UN Security Council Resolution 1373 of September 28, 2001 , which called on all member states to adjust their national laws in order to ensure that terrorist acts are established as serious criminal offences in domestic laws.
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II. Legislation Explicitly Focusing on Terrorism
A very similar trend is revealed when narrowing the analysis to laws that focus more explicitly on counterterrorist measures. Figure 3 shows the historical development of laws in which at least one article or section is devoted to the fight against terrorism, starting in 1970 (before that year very few laws actually talked explicitly about terrorism). Again, we can observe a significant peak following the attacks of September 11 and UN Resolution 1373, regardless of the way one chooses to define what counterterrorist legislation is.
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III. Counterterrorist Legislation and Actual Terrorist Acts: Are They Correlated?
This trend is especially interesting when compared to the trend in terrorist events during the same time period. Figure 4 shows the annual number of terrorist events between the years 1970 and 2004 [25] . Comparing the two figures reveals a discrepancy between the steady increase in global counterterrorist legislation over the years and the substantial decrease in the number of terrorist events worldwide after 1992. This trend shows that the decoupling of the two practices began even before the attacks of September 11, 2001 .
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The discrepancy between Figure 3 and Figure 4 shows that counterterrorist legislation is frequently decoupled from actual terrorist threats. This suggests that other factors may be more central in inducing states to adopt counterterrorist legislation. One such factor may be the political discourse on terrorism. An increase in the discourse on terrorism in the international and domestic arenas (as reflected in the media discourse about terrorism) is likely to induce a growing perception of terrorism as an immediate threat, even when the actual frequency of the attacks did not increase. The data presented in Figure 5 supports this alternative explanation for legislation. I constructed this figure using an analysis of data from the Lydia System for News Analysis [26] 
its derivatives (e.g. terrorism, terrorize, terrorists, etc.) appeared during a given year in one of 13 major US newspapers. Indeed, the trends in counterterrorist legislation (Figure 3 ) resemble much more the trends in terrorism discourse ( Figure 5 ) than the trends in terrorist events (Figure 4 ) [27] [28] .
IV. Time Trends in Specific Types of Legislation
Examining the progression of counterterrorist legislation by the specific focus of the legislation adds further complexity to the picture. Figure 6 presents a timeline of three of the major types of counterterrorist legislation: financial legislation, legislation dealing with international cooperation and the regulation of immigration, and legislation that focuses on preventing
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terrorists from obtaining weapons (including biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons). This figure shows that financial legislation increased dramatically since the beginning of the new millennium, and was clearly the main reason for the peak in the overall counterterrorist legislation described earlier. Legislation focusing on international terrorism and regulating immigration also increased somewhat during the first years of the 2000s, but not as dramatically. Legislation focusing on the limitation of weapons on the other hand reached its peak during the mid-and late-1990s, but decreased subsequently, and was not as influenced by the September 11 attacks (perhaps because these attacks demonstrated that one does not need sophisticated weapons to perform highly destructive terror acts). Figure 7 shows that developed countries had on average over 18 laws each, while countries in the developing world had on average only slightly more than 2 laws each. Two main reasons likely contribute to this pattern. First, developed countries are largely democracies, in which legislation is a major tool of legitimately fighting various security threats, including terrorism (see for example Wilkinson [29] and Alexander [6] ). The second reason may be related to data availability. Developed countries are much more likely than countries in the developing world to keep records of their practices, and scholars, who mostly come from the developing world, are more likely to research and write on these countries. Therefore, the information in the database for countries in the developing world is likely less complete. Figure 8 presents the distribution of all laws by region of the world (according to the UN regional codes). Almost 80% of the laws were legislated in Europe, Asia and Africa. However, when looking at the average number of laws per country in the region (Figure 9) , Northern America (i.e. the US and Canada) is clearly the region in which countries were most active, with Europe following behind. Figure 10 presents the distribution of laws by sub-region of the world (according to the UN regional codes), allowing for a finer look at the specific regions where legislation is most common. Three sub-regions stand out as having many more laws per country than the other regions: Australia and New Zealand (36 laws per country), Northern America (31 laws per country), and Southern Africa (25.4 laws per country). All other sub regions have less than 10 laws per country. While the first two regions include only 2 countries (Australia and New Zealand; the United States and Canada), Southern Africa includes 5 countries (Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, South Africa, and Swaziland), which are not commonly considered part of the developed world and are not known to suffer from large ongoing terrorist campaigns. This finding is clearly affected by the fact that South Africa (the country) has the most laws of all countries in the database (63), as shown in Figure 11 . However, Figure 10 also shows that other countries in Southern Africa had a large number of laws (including ones which are not included
b. Regional Divisions
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One possible explanation for this pattern could be that countries in Southern Africa influenced each other and a process of spatial law diffusion occurred, in which legislation in one country facilitated legislation processes in its neighbors. While this is certainly a plausible explanation, I believe the answer to the puzzle also lies elsewhere, in the coding procedures. As explained above, to prevent the exclusion of important legislation, I coded a law into the database if at least one of the sources I searched defined it as a counterterrorist law. For Southern African countries, most information on legislation came from a single database: The Institute for Security Studies. While this source provides detailed and comprehensive data on legislation in Southern and Eastern Africa, it also adopted a broader definition of counterterrorism, reporting laws that may have not been considered as counterterrorist legislation by other sources.
Indeed, when looking only at laws in which at least one section explicitly focuses on terrorism (Figure 12 ) one may notice that the average number of laws remained relatively high in Northern America and in Australia and New Zealand, but dropped dramatically in Southern Africa (to an average of 2.8 laws, almost one tenth the mean number of laws when legislation was defined more loosely).
The case of Southern Africa highlights an important feature of the GCLD. It relies on multiple secondary sources, and therefore the data is highly sensitive to the quality of reporting in different sources and to the definition of counterterrorist legislation they adopt. For this reason, future researchers who may want to use this database should take extra caution when looking at and making inferences about the general body of laws (i.e. the most broadly defined set of laws). The case of Southern Africa suggests that scholars who choose to use the database may wish to limit their analyses to legislation that explicitly focuses on terrorism (or at least includes sections that explicitly focus on terrorism). Such narrowing down effectively entails some standardization across countries and data sources, and therefore may result in a more accurate analysis.
Conclusion
Counterterrorist legislation is one of the major ways in which countries, democracies in particular, respond to terrorist threats. This article described the dilemmas and difficulties involved in assembling a global terrorism database and subsequently the processes of constructing such a database. The newly assembled GCLD is clearly the most comprehensive database in existence today, containing information on 1131 laws in virtually all countries of the world. As such, it has the potential to serve as an invaluable resource for scholars of terrorism and counterterrorism as well as for policy makers.
The preliminary analysis presented here showed that global counterterrorist legislation has grown steadily since WWII, with a substantial peak following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 . The analysis also showed that counterterrorist legislation is much more prevalent in the developed world than in developing countries, and is particularly common in North American and in Australia and New Zealand.
Future scholars who choose to use the GCLD should take into consideration the way in which the data were assembled. Most notably, the collection process adopted an inclusive approach, making the final database more comprehensive, but probably not selective enough (as demonstrated by the case of Southern Africa). That said, the coding of the data allows potential future researchers to easily select sub-sets of it and examine them separately. Most notably, one can narrow the analysis by looking only at countries for which the data were more reliable or only at laws which focus more explicitly at fighting terrorism.
The GCLD may serve to study many important questions related to counterterrorist legislation. Particularly, it may be used in conjunction with promising newly-released cross-national timeseries databases looking at global terrorist practices (see most notably the Global Terrorism Database [27] [28] . First, one may use the new database to examine the factors which induce states to adopt counterterrorist legislation. It is commonly believed that counterterrorist legislation is most often a rational state response to terror attacks. This logic suggests that higher levels of terrorism in a given country should induce more frequent counterterrorist legislation. Figures 3  and 4 presented earlier suggest that this may not be the case. While terrorist events reached a global peak during the early 1990s and decreased significantly since, the rates of counterterrorist legislation kept growing, especially following the attacks of September 11. As shown in Figure 5 , it is the discourse about terrorism (rather than the actual frequency of terrorist acts) that most closely correlates with counterterrorist legislation.
A second promising venue for investigation based on this database is the study of the effects of counterterrorist legislation. Does counterterrorist legislation help in assuaging future terrorist levels, or does it only serve to further ignite the flame? Under which conditions and for which
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Volume 2, Issue 3 --Law Special Edition types of countries (e.g. democracies vs. more authoritative regimes) is counterterrorist legislation most effective? Are some types of legislation more influential than others? And how are other state-level practices and features are affected by counterterrorist legislation (e.g. commerce, military budgets, and respect for human and civil rights)? These questions are of great interest for scholars of law, conflict, and violence, but also for policy makers who wish to weigh the potential benefits of such laws against their potential disadvantages [4, [30] [31] . With the help of the new database, one can begin looking for answers to these questions on both the global and the national level.
Appendix: Additional Details on the Search Procedure
Searches in Large Online Databases.
Large online databases tend to provide the most up-to-date and comprehensive data on legislation. In addition, some of them include links to the laws themselves (or to translations of the original laws), allowing for a closer examination of the law, its goals and the way it is phrased. I conducted a thorough search of the following online databases for counterterrorist legislation:
I. Legislationline (http://www.legislationline.org/). This database is operated by the Office for Democratic Institutions and Human Rights, an institution of the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). Created during the Cold War era, the OSCE is an ad hoc organization under the United Nations Charter. It includes 56 states from North America, Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus, and is concerned with early warning, conflict prevention, crisis management and post-conflict rehabilitation The database includes information on counterterrorist legislation and links to many of the laws in Europe and Central Asia (46 countries), and in North America, updated to 2009 [32] . The website also includes links to reports on the counter-terrorist profiles of specific countries, prepared by the European Committee 
Searches in Edited Volumes and in Other Scholarly Publications
Beginning in the early 1980s, scholars have started to publish edited volumes, each summarizing counterterrorist measures and legislation in a few countries. The countries appearing in these volumes often overlap, and the information provided is largely reliable (although not always complete). Beginning in July 2008 I searched and extracted data from the following edited volumes (all including data on counterterrorist legislation in at least a few countries):
In addition, I conducted searches for any scholarly publication reporting the measures taken by at least one country in its/their fight against terrorism. These publications were tracked using bibliographies of previously found sources and forward online searches in The Web of Knowledge database and in Google Scholar. This search yielded over 50 scholarly publications (mostly books and peer-reviewed articles) that included information on counterterrorist legislation in various countries (see Appendix 1 for a comprehensive list of these sources, as well as of the chapters from the edited volumes and of the websites from which data were extracted).
Search in the Lexadin Database
Between October 2008 and February 2009 a general search was conducted in Lexadin legislation database [41] , which includes information and links to over 50,000 laws of various types in 190 countries and territories. For each country I examined all laws appearing under the label "Criminal Law". A law was then included in the database if the term "terror" (or one of its derivatives) was mentioned either in the name of the law or (when the full law was available online) in the body of the law.
Searches Using Google and Google Scholar Search Engines
Finally, in the last stage of the search process (performed between January and December of 2009) I conducted a general search of all 219 countries and autonomous territories using Google's search engine (both the Web and the Google Scholar search functions). The keywords used in this search were the country's name, "law", and "terror". This search yielded a few dozen web pages that included reliable information on counterterrorist legislation in various countries. 
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